acceptable to express vitriol toward atheists (e.g., Allen 2009, quotes from political leaders throughout).
Secularization in industrial, further-developed societies is a topic with no shortage of commentators, and many in the modern era declared religion to be in its terminal stages. But the decline in religiosity throughout portions of the world has been met with resurgence in others, and it is now clear that religion is not merely a pre-industrial relic 2 . While topics like secularization in Western Europe, trends in religiosity worldwide, and the Christian Right in America have been magnets for academic inquiry, scholarship on the nonreligious was sparse until the turn of this century. Nevertheless, the last decade has found academics looking at the demographics of the nonreligious (Hunsberger and Altemeyer 2006 , Keysar 2007 , Sherkat 2008 , their prevalence worldwide (Zuckerman 2007) , what people think of them (Edgell, Gerteis, and Hartmann 2006) , the formation of people's attitudes toward them (Gervais, Shariff, and Norenzayan 2011) , as well as other notions surrounding nonbelief and the nonreligious. Such inquiry has increased our knowledge on the topic significantly, yet there are still many unanswered questions regarding nonbelief in the United States.
One piece of scholarship that garnered significant attention in the press last fall was Gervais et al. (2011) , which found respondents score atheists and rapists equivalently in measures of trust, while Muslims and Christians were viewed as much more trustworthy. The article will be examined in closer detail below, but it provides a stark contrast to the purported gains made by atheists (e.g., Fischer and Hout 2006) in the eye of the public. Gallup polls consistently show the lowest levels of support for a generally well-qualified presidential candidate in one's own party that happened to be an atheist -the only group evaluated failing to accrue a majority of respondents willing to vote for them -faring worse than homosexuals and other marginalized groups (Jones and Saad 2011) . Trends in atheist tolerance will be compiled below to help illuminate the nature of atheist distaste, followed by an investigation into the origin of this negativity -namely its connection to patriotism.
It might be somewhat surprising that in 2011 a majority of US citizens claim they would abstain from voting for an otherwise qualified candidate from their party based on the candidate's religious beliefs, yet this antipathy is not as surprising given the pervasiveness of religious symbolism in American patriotic rituals and symbols.
Look no further than the currency in your wallet, the vast majority of states that officially require (35) or encourage (5) the Pledge of Allegiance be recited in public schools (Piscatelli 2003) , or to the majority of speeches delivered by politicians, and you will find references to God, or requests for its favor on the United States. There are countless more examples of this juxtaposition of God and country, and the culmination of which takes no minor toll on attitudes towards nonbelief.
In fact, I suggest the attitudes Americans have toward atheists are at least in part a product of their attitudes on patriotism. That is, due to the religious tones of many patriotic symbols and ceremonies, Americans are imparted with the notion that patriotism is associated with deism, and as such those who are more emphatically patriotic are expected to display greater levels of intolerance for atheists. Though I find evidence that this relationship exists, recent developments surrounding attitudes toward nonbelievers provide inroads for parrying this trend, and the very nature of the relationship itself facilitates prescriptions for improving attitudes towards atheists.
But first, it will be useful to clarify some terminology.
Explicating Terms
Each of the variables employed in this inquiry are shrouded with degrees of ambiguity. Patriotism is a nebulous concept to rein in, especially when attempting to parse it from nationalism. Likewise, the term atheism is often construed many ways and has many closely associated designations. Fortunately for this analysis, the minutiae of the terms will likely be lost on much of the population, or will at least be partially muted by the methodology. However, I would be remiss if I did not clarify some definitions at the onset.
The term patriotism originates from the Greek patriotes meaning "fellow countryman," referring to one's origin from their patris, or "fatherland." Nationalism is a more modern term -as the nation-state is a relatively recent development in history -and emerged around the turn of the 18 th century. Though each can generally be thought of as devotion to one's country, scholarship on the terms has stressed their independence (Kosterman and Feshbach 1989, Li and Brewer 2004) .
The notions of patriotism and nationalism share the characteristic of ingroup
bonding, yet only nationalism also entails belligerence toward the international community (Kosterman and Feshbach 1989) . Further, nationalism is marked by antipathy toward internal diversity (Li and Brewer 2004) . Li and Brewer (2004) also highlight the subtlety of the difference in the notions by providing evidence that patriotism still associates with aversion toward minority groups (to a lesser degree than nationalism, mind you), but is not strictly incompatible with positive attitudes to diversity. For the purposes of this analysis, the distinction between these terms is not crucial, as the variable employed was chosen with caution to avoid measuring xenophobia rather than ingroup affinity.
The term atheism originates from the Greek atheos meaning "without god."
However, atheism is also commonly conceived as the assertion that there is no God.
These are distinct concepts -one being defined negatively, the other positively.
Atheism also runs very close to the notion of agnosticism, which stems from the Greek agnostos meaning "unknown, or unknowable," and is less an absence of theism than recognition of our inability to be certain on such matters. The terminology becomes even more arduous when you add the myriad of associated groups to the fold, such as: humanists, secularists, secular humanists, naturalists, Brights (Dennett 2003) , etc.
These divisions are tangible yet subtle, and at least one -Brights -has emerged as an attempt to create some distance from the word "atheist," which is argued by some (e.g., Dennett 2003 , Harris 2007 Or, more specifically, there is not a stigma attached to the label "atheist" as much as there is sweeping distaste for nonbelievers. This will surely dishearten those that hope a new image is all the irreligious need to garner greater acceptance, but it appears the animosity runs deeper. That said, for evaluative purposes here, it seems safe to assume analysis of attitudes towards atheists will not be sensitive to fluctuations in terminology. And atheism will be used interchangeably with nonbelief and irreligion throughout. 
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Trends on Tolerance
The General Social Survey (GSS) provides one of the most comprehensive and consistent survey data sets on a myriad of social metrics for the United States. One of the trends it tracks is tolerance of groups within society. The tolerance questions are posed in three forms, coded dichotomously: whether an proponent of the group should be allowed to speak in one's community (allowed/not allowed), whether an individual from the group should be allowed to teach at a college or university in the community (allowed/not allowed), and whether one would favor removing a book promoting the specified group from the public library -upon the suggestion of a fellow community member (remove/not remove).
The types of individuals inquired about includes: an anti-religionist "somebody who is against all churches and religion," a racist "a person who claims Blacks to be inferior," a communist "an admitted communist," a militarist "a person who advocates doing away with elections and letting the military run the country,"
and a homosexual "an admitted homosexual." All of the preceding questions were initiated in the 1970s and have been asked in subsequent iterations of the survey (generally two-year intervals)
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It should be mentioned that the GSS definition of an atheist is particularly inadequate because atheism does not precipitate being "against all churches and religion", but defining the term can be cumbersome generally (as highlighted above).
Interestingly, what the question is really getting at is attitudes toward antitheism, yet we have seen that people generally deduce a standard meaning from different expressions of nonbelief. For continuity, I have labeled the anti-religionist response rates as "atheist."
Below are graphs displaying the percentage of respondents who expressed tolerance toward the group by allowing the particular activity. First, it is apparent, due to the overall positive slopes, that Americans have become more tolerant over time. Or, more specifically, citizens are less willing to restrict minority groups' speech, print, and employment as university faculty. While all three formulations of questions show increased acceptance over time, the magnitudes of the slopes vary in degree. The scales are also noteworthy, as the public speech and public library book variables receive markedly greater acceptance than public teachers from the evaluated groups. This is not particularly surprising, as a teacher is likely more influential on an individual than a speech or a book, and respondents might be more willing to censor information children take in (despite the question explicitly referencing institutions of learning for adults). Overall, Americans are much more accepting of speech from these unpopular groups than the other formulations of tolerance.
A number of interesting trends emerge when looking at the particular differences between groups, but is important to note that the only thing most of these categories have in common is their inclusion in the GSS survey, and I do not intend to imply they share characteristics by placing them in the same graph -they are included to be comprehensive.
Racists are the only group that remained relatively static or experienced a decline in acceptance. They presently receive the least acceptance in all three categories, though have not been categorically the most likely to be censored.
Communists and militarists have remained near the least favorable. Communists are unique in that they comprise a two-pronged "threat" as a Cold War rival and a community of atheists, making it unsurprising that they fall below atheists in terms of acceptance. Homosexuals are the only ones that fare better than atheists in their acceptance as speakers and educators. Overall, homosexuals have really made strides in garnering acceptance over the last two decades -an indication that the gay rights movement has been successful in changing American's minds.
Next, Figure 2 .4 shows the GSS trends exclusively on atheists to remove some of the noise of the other graphs. As mentioned, there has been a pronounced decline in citizens being willing to categorically exclude atheists from public life on account of their religious dispositions, but there seems to be a drop in attitudes since the turn of the century.
And there is still much headway to be made. that is also part of a marginalized group. It should be noted that these polls show evidence that particular candidates may cue respondents, rather than the group itself.
For example, in Jones (2007) 
Scholarship on Nonbelievers
Religious "nones" -those expressing no religious affiliation -were the focus of early investigations into the category of individuals deviating from traditional belief in America (Vernon 1968) , and are presently a rapidly growing group (Putnam and Campbell 2010) . It was not until more recent history that researchers narrowed their focus to exploring nonbelief specifically. As such, we now have a general idea of who is more prone to having these views, and how the larger citizenry regards persons who hold them.
Investigations over the past decade have reported as few as 3%, and as many as 8%, of US citizens do not believe in God (Zuckerman 2007) , and there are a number of demographic characteristics that are correlated with nonbelief. While authors stress avoiding lumping atheists, agnostics, and other skeptics into one mass (Keysar 2007) , the differences between these groups are not pronounced, and still effectively differentiate them from the general public. Nonbelievers tend to be young, white, male, and well educated (Sherkat 2008) . Sherkat (2008) While all of these factors are significant predictors of anti-atheist attitudes, the strongest predictor of the public rejection is whether one feels society's evaluations of right and wrong should be based on God's law -even stronger than one's level of religious involvement. Conversely, for the private metric, religious involvement exerts the most influence, which is not particularly surprising. Nonetheless, it is clear that Americans are at least partially averse to atheists because they feel God's law is integral to shaping the direction for our country -a notion embodied by President
Eisenhower's quote that rings in the chapter.
An inquiry by Will Gervais, Azim Shariff, and Ara Norenzayan (2011) also looks into the origin of anti-atheist attitudes. Their main contention is that religion is a mechanism to promote cooperation in society, and as such the root of anti-atheist antipathy is distrust. In particular, they attempt to delineate whether the antipathy is driven by distrust, disgust, or general dislike.
First, they distributed a survey to Americans to determine their attitudes toward atheists compared to those of homosexuals as a litmus test for how people perceive individuals that deviate from religious norms -using a feeling thermometer for general warmth. Further, they asked respondents to score them on distrust and disgust scales. As they predicted, they found atheists were less desirable than homosexuals, and that atheists scored higher on distrust than disgust, while homosexuals were high on disgust and low on distrust. This finding is not particularly extraordinary, especially since homosexuality entails sex acts -an association that is in itself more likely to promote disgust rather than distrust.
Moving on, they then investigate, using University of British Columbia students, how likely students were to say an individual who was of a particular group committed cheating behavior -each respondent receiving one of four random descriptors. The descriptors were a Christian, a Muslim, an atheist, and a rapist. Their intent was to determine whether atheists would receive lower scores than a religious majority, religious minority, or someone who has been proven to betray trust. As it turns out, and this is why the article received attention (in turn piquing my interest in this topic and partially motivating this inquiry), atheists are deemed likely to commit a hit-and-run and take money from a lost wallet without seeking out the owner at higher rates than the other three groups. Rapists came in at a relatively close second, while Muslims, followed by Christians were not deemed very likely to do such things.
The results are enlightening in that they show atheists are not trusted, but it is not immediately evident why rapists would evoke distrust rather than disgust themselves.
In fact, I suspect rapists would have scored off the charts on the disgust meter, more so than distrust. As such, I think they could have found a better proxy for someone who has betrayed society's trust that would have been more interesting to see compared to atheists (e.g., a burglar, a robber, or a free-rider of any variety). It would be much more insightful to see how an atheists stack up against someone "with a background of betraying trust" that does not inspire such a visceral reaction of disgust -the very thing they deemed important to distinguish distrust from.
In any event, it is evident that atheists are distrusted, and they go on to show that this distrust is not merely a dislike, the distrust is partially triggered by belief in God, and that it will hinder them from being desired for high-trust positions (caring for children). In another article, this time by authors Gervais and Norenzayan (2012) , the depth of this distrust is put to test. In these experiments, participants are primed by watching one of two videos that reference the effectiveness of the Vancouver police department, and then their perceptions of atheists are evaluated. As it turns out, reminders of secular authority reduce atheist distrust, and this effect does not persist for other unfavorable groups, nor does it reduce the level of disgust for other groups. This provides one insight into how to mitigate anti-atheist attitudes.
A perplexing aspect of the hostility toward atheists is they are a small, unidentifiable, and largely disorganized segment of the population. So it is surprising that they garner such animosity, as intolerance is generally dependent upon the perception that the group is threatening -and the greater that threat, the more fervent the intolerance (Gibson 2006 Bush, 1987 7 Patriotism, as distinct from nationalism, is a sentiment that is particularly useful in a country like the United States, which is geographically expansive and ethnically and racially diverse. The US has experienced massive shifts in culture throughout our history, due partly to the character of the original colonies, as well as the massive influx of immigrants from all over the world throughout time. Though these shocks have not been without complications -a civil war no less -America has overcome many obstacles other states are still wrestling with. Citizens' affinity for the country, and its core principles, is partially to credit for this. That said, part of my personal adoration for the United States is its history of recognizing instances where its practices did not align with its creed and remedying them accordingly. Of course, many of these cases were ones where the country faced some of its most difficult periods, as rectifying entrenched credo is difficult. Again, I want to be cautious in drawing comparisons across history, as doing so is commonly fraught with exaggerations, and can quickly become disrespectful to roads previously forged.
Nonetheless, I believe the pervasive "ceremonial deism" -as judges have phrased it -and the flagrantly religious rhetoric we hear from politicians, is at least partially responsible for the antipathy directed at nonbelievers in the United States. Dislike, or distrust as it were, of atheists is something that persists in most countries, yet I think the United States is markedly less accepting of nonbelief with respect to other industrialized nations, at least in part, because of how patriotism is characterized. As such, I have found empirical support for this link, and I believe it serves as motivation to reconsider the intent and consequences of some of these practices.
Theoretical Development
Finding instances where American patriotism and deism are amalgamated is no chore. And though there is no denying the religious piety of the Founding Fathers, the 20 th Century saw the largest promulgation of state-endorsed deism in the country's history. Contextually, the US spent a large portion of the last century competing with the communist Soviet Union, leading to many lines being drawn in the sand distinguishing "us" from "them." This differentiation took many forms, and one of the distinctions heavily drawn upon was the USSR's state-sponsored atheism versus the largely devout (and primarily Protestant) US population. While this relationship was fodder for the inclusion of deism into our patriotic practices, it very well could have been justification for those looking for such an overlap to begin with.
In any event, it is pertinent to look at some of the instances of deism in patriotic rituals and symbols with an eye to their origin. Clause to the Constitution -and some judges have agreed with plaintiffs, but in all cases these rulings have been overturned due to the "secular" purpose the displays serve (i.e., promoting patriotism) (Corbin 2010) . These "secular" displays of deism are referred to by the courts as "ceremonial deism," and are deemed secular because they do not promote religion over another. Further, they do not inflict harm to nonbelievers ("social exclusion" has been deemed harmless), so these rituals are unlikely to go away any time soon.
I contend these pervasive juxtapositions take their toll on the American psyche, as evidenced by the quotes throughout, which is in no way an exhaustive list of condemnations of atheists on patriotic grounds. I am more than willing to grant that questioning a foe's patriotism is a common straw man argument, yet even attempts at defending atheists allude to the notion that they are perceived as less patriotic (see Pres. George W. Bush's quote that kicks off the concluding chapter).
This trend seems too common and persistent over time to be independent phenomena. Literature on the formation of attitudes helps cast light on the where this negativity may stem. On topics where individuals have little specific knowledge -as is the case with Americans on atheists -their general attitudes are employed to form a specific response (Hurwitz and Peffley 1987) . This hierarchical formulation of and it is likely there will be many more -time may find ceremonial deism to be within this category.
Empirical investigation
The General Social Survey provides the opportunity to test the effect of patriotism on attitudes toward atheists, and is to my knowledge the only data source that captures values for both patriotism and attitudes on atheists -though patriotism was only measured in 1996 and 2004. As the aforementioned narrative suggests, I
hypothesize that patriotism will be negatively associated with acceptance of atheists.
The metric I use for patriotism was selected for its rather tempered expression of devotion for the country, in hopes of capturing patriotism rather than nationalism.
An additional criterion was the desire for a variable that provided some deviation across scores -that is, one that did not have a majority of respondents responding identically (a tricky task when measuring American patriotism). I settled on the variable "ambetter" (displayed as "Patriotism"), in which respondents are asked to the extent they agree the US is "generally speaking, a better country than most other countries." I then recoded the variable so higher scores were indicative of greater patriotism -the logic here being a more emphatic patriot is likely to embrace patriotic symbols more literally, as well as be more likely to base more specific attitudes on the general notions surrounding patriotism.
The measure selected for attitudes toward atheists is the variable for approval of an "anti-religionist speaking in your community" -the same variable highlighted above. I recoded it so a higher score equates to approval for an "atheist" speaker. I believe this variable best captures public attitudes on civic participation -following the example of Edgell et al. (2006) .
I also employ a multitude of controls that have been shown to impart influence on attitudes toward atheists -most being demographic variables. The demographic variables are standard inclusions when investigating attitudes, and the variables concerning religion also have roots in the literature (Edgell et al. 2006 , Keysar 2007 , Sherkat 2008 .
Age is included in the model, as younger individuals have been shown to be more prone to nonbelief, which might mute the effect of patriotism. I control for sex by measuring whether the respondent is a female. Women tend to report greater religiosity than men, which will likely influence their attitudes on atheists. As detailed above, education is a significant predictor of nonbelief, and it is likely better educated individuals have a more cosmopolitan perspective on the world -which likely has implications for their patriotic dispositions. Attitudes on faith and patriotism vary across ethnic and racial groups, so controlling for such is desirable when measuring attitudes. GSS provides limited data with respect to their respondents, so the only racial group included is Blacks -who report higher levels of religiosity in America. Income has been shown to be a significant predictor of support for atheism, so it is controlled for to reduce its effect on the model. Party identification is included, with leaning moderates lumped with the party they lean toward. Party identification is formative in, as well as indicative of, attitudes toward certain groups, and also correlates with religiosity. Primary religious categories were included, as they are likely influential in attitudes toward nonbelievers, as well as the dynamics of church-state relations. Religiosity, as measured by frequency of church attendance, is included as well as it has been shown religiosity influences attitudes toward atheists.
Finally, geographic region was controlled for, as regional culture has been shown to impart influence on attitudes toward atheists, and presumably influences the fervency and character of patriotism.
I had originally included variables for year, Judaism, and Mountain region, but all of them possessed collinearity when I initially ran the model, so they were dropped. Table 3 .1 provides a summary of the variables and descriptions of their coding. My dependent variable is binary, so I utilized logistic regression to determine the effect patriotism has on acceptance of atheists. speaking for tolerance of nonbelievers feels the need to defend their patriotism.
Conversely, favorable comments on atheists from politicians are rare, so the quote might embody the increased acceptance for atheists the GSS survey has displayed over the years. Yet presently, those who do not hold religious belief face serious barriers to private and public life. And I contend these barriers ought to be permeated. Because if a group is systematically denied holding public office for their religious beliefs, we have cause for concern, as democracy is strengthened through pluralism. What is more, given the finding that perceived prevalence of atheists improves attitudes toward them, nonbelievers holding public office could potentially stifle some of the antipathy toward the group as a whole.
In any event, the finding that enmity toward nonbelievers is partially born out of patriotism gives cause for reconsidering whether rituals of ceremonial deism serve merely a secular purpose. And while the evidence above is some indication that there are unintended consequences of patriotic displays that reference God, more investigations into the matter would be valuable. In particular, an experimental setting would allow causation to be further established, as prompts of ceremonial deism -or other forms of patriotic symbolism -could be carried out preceding the measurement of attitudes toward nonbelievers and other minority groups. Also, due to the deviation in ceremonial deism across states (e.g., the pledge requirements), evaluating attitudes toward atheists in an across-state comparative context could be fruitful. GSS only provides region, and each of those regions contain states that require the pledge be recited as well as those that do not, so another data set will be required for such an investigation.
In any event, if more evidence emerges that our patriotic practices are in fact partially to blame for the negativity directed at these groups, then we might decide it appropriate to change the content of some of our rituals once again. To be sure, there are a lot of moving parts with respect to both the independent and dependent variables, so it is unlikely that changes to our patriotic practices will herald warmth for nonbelievers overnight (in fact, it might bring the opposite at the onset), but that might not be the only point. At the very least, references to deism provide an air of legitimacy to claims against the patriotism of atheists, and whether institutionalizing practices that promote intolerance is something Americans are willing to support is an emphatically political question. And I contend it is one worth asking.
It is important to once again acknowledge that most nonbelievers do not face extreme forms of prejudice. However, that is not worthy of chalking up the problem as irrelevant. Access to public life is not only crucial for those in the minority; it is also to the benefit of the majority.
